The article proceeds in three parts. The first, the articles' analytical heart, considers the political economy of legal knowledge. It describes briefly the free market of legal ideas and the colonial model for the production of legal knowledge. It illustrates how these two models work using examples from our "South-North Partnerships" (SNP), that is, our collaborative practices in the creation of legal thought as they play out in the legal academies of the global North and South. The second part is both descriptive and reflective, focusing on four different SNP examples that illustrate challenges in the creation of truly collaborative legal knowledge production processes. It identifies common challenges in these endeavors, from surmounting basic organizational issues such as language barriers to jostling with fundamentals like conflicting academic calendars. Most importantly, the second part indicates how the dynamics of the political economy of legal knowledge played out in the SNPs described. It also highlights possible ways to equalize these relationships and activities, with an end to creating SNPs focused on truly collaborative legal knowledge production. The third part offers conclusions and recommendations.
INTRODUCTION
Legal knowledge is a commodity, a product generated, exchanged and used in specific contexts and following certain rules; it is neither produced in a vacuum nor in a chaotic fashion.
This set of rules and principles that shape the production of legal knowledge constitute the political economy of legal knowledge 1 -rules that comprise the conditions of possibility for its generation, circulation and application. Thus, for example, the political economy of legal knowledge determines the worthy objects of study, which contexts for the production of it are most valuable and which ones less so, and which are the procedures for original legal knowledge 2 This text, written in English for a Brazilian legal academic publication and for consumption by a largely Brazilian academic legal audience, is an ideal illustration of the challenges that we discuss below. Indeed, , namely the free market model of legal ideas and the colonial model of legal knowledge production. 4 The first model represents the normative component of the political economy of legal knowledge; it offers the ideas that, it is believed, should guide the creation, exchange and use of legal knowledge. This model evaluates that type of knowledge according to norms like the utility that it has for the stability or prosperity of a political community, its explanatory or analytical value, or the extent to which the production occurred according to a meritocratic process. The second model, in contrast, provides the set of rules and principles that effectively determine the manner in which we typically respond to the specific commodity that is legal knowledge. This, the colonial model, is configured in terms of a set of oppositions, including mimesis/autopoiesis 5 , universal knowledge/local knowledge and languages appropriate for legal knowledge expression/languages inappropriate for its expression. These oppositions, in turn, determine the value that is given to legal products that are created and circulated within and among political communities 6 .
The political economy of legal knowledge is powerful not merely because of the rules and principles that constitute it. More importantly, it is powerful by virtue of the type of legal subject it constructs 7 . The two models imagine specific types of subjects of legal knowledge.
These ways of imagining the legal subject that creates, shares and uses legal products contribute, in turn, to the creation and shaping of the identities of persons and communities.
Once these ways of imagining the legal subject are internalized, individuals and collectivities use them to describe themselves. Implicitly or explicitly, the ways of imagining legal subjects are thus converted into the conceptual lenses through which persons and communities describe, examine and act towards legal knowledge. The force of the political economy of legal knowledge in this the text is an example of the political economy that drives the production of legal knowledge today.
is discernible as well in the constructions of time and space in which its imagined legal subjects move 8 . Each of the models offers a notion of history and a conceptual geography in which both the liberal and colonial models of legal knowledge are immersed.
However, the models that constitute the political economy of legal knowledge do not
help merely to describe and analyze the macro-dynamics of the production, exchange and application of legal ideas and practices. They also may help to explain the micro-dynamics that constitute daily life in this social sphere. An examination of the political economy of legal knowledge thus can contribute to the understanding of routine practices that determine the ways in which we create, exchange and use legal knowledge. To that end, this article attempts to demonstrate how these collaborative practices are in fact characterized by a relation that typically involves a dominant global North and subordinate global South partner or partners.
Thus, the article seeks to contribute to the creation of a model of the political economy of legal knowledge distinct from both the free market and colonial models of legal ideas.
Specifically, the article discusses collaborative projects realized by its authors for well over a decade as a way of exploring the reach and the limitations of the dominant models of the political economy of legal knowledge. In this, using four different cases or types of activities, it will document how the authors together sought to create critical, reciprocally beneficial and dynamic academic programming for Colombian, U.S. and other Latin American scholars and students. A central aim of this programming was to promote joint academic research. The activities have been varied and in some cases novel, including individual academic exchanges and visits, trainings for legal and other professionals, student learning opportunities in clinical and simulated human right court competitions, applied learning seminars across the Americas, and research projects and publications. In the present contribution, we seek to evaluate the success and challenges of this range of activities, which we refer to as "South-North
Partnerships", or SNPs.
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The first part and analytical heart of the article presents the political economy of legal knowledge. In this section we describe briefly the free market of legal ideas and the colonial model for the production of legal knowledge and offer some alternative normative principles. To illustrate how these two models work we use some examples taken from our SNPs. 
THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF LEGAL KNOWLEDGE
The political economy of legal knowledge is constituted by discourses and practices that determine how legal knowledge is produced, exchanged and used. These rules, principles and activities constitute the conceptual architecture that describes and articulates the normative horizons within which individuals produce, exchange and apply legal knowledge. This conceptual architecture 10 thus enables thought and action but also circumscribes them. As indicated above, the political economy of legal knowledge is constituted both by the colonial model of legal knowledge production and by the free market of legal ideas model.
The Colonial Model of Legal Knowledge Production
The colonial model creates two interdependent subjects: the metropolis subject 11 and the colonial subject
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. The existence of one depends upon the other. Their identities are determined by the place they inhabit and the race with which the model imagines them. The metropolis subject is identified with the Global North and imagined as white. The colonial subject is identified with the Global South and imagined as non-white. The metropolis subject is understood as an individual with the ability to create original legal knowledge, a true subject of legal knowledge and rights. By contrast, the colonial subject is a legal barbarian, a mere object of rights who only has the ability to reproduce and disseminate legal knowledge created elsewhere. The subject of the metropolis, therefore, has a legal history and is constituted by a narrative that gives meaning to his work and content to his identity. His is a historical narrative 10 Kahn, Paul. 1999. The Cultural Study of Law. 11 For the sense in which we use the word "metropolis" in opposition to "colonial", see, e. The colonial model and our SNPs are connected in various ways. Here, to illustrate how the model works, we would like to examine two of these links -those related to the conceptual opposition on language and the concept of subject. The language variable merits special consideration because it is often accompanied by judgments about the quality of legal knowledge production in different regions of the world. In our case, the U.S. and Latin American legal academies. In this way, the language variable -and the skepticism it can arouse if one is not agile in the dominant academic language -English -interacts with the third, cultural element mentioned above, to the detriment of the Latin American legal academic. This variable has cut across our SNPs.
Thus, for example, in the U.S. legal academy, to be a Colombian law professor who has English as a second language produces very different effects than to be a U.S. professor who visits Latin America and has Spanish as a second language. Colin Crawford, for example, has found that his status easily opens doors to do field work or organize an event with senior government officials in Latin America while Daniel Bonilla -with comparable qualifications and status -has not found it so easy to achieve similar objectives in the US. This is to note that, in our experience, in Latin America, the mere fact of being a US-based law professor, little matter the university of origin or the quality of academic production, carries a notable academic and social capital and allows the US professor to be treated as a serious actor. This is not necessarily so for a Colombian law professor in the US. Latin American academics must constantly prove themselves, in other words, bending over backwards to show that these negative or skeptical Language and membership in a particular academic community are also variables that have created challenges in the publication of collective works in the execution of some of the SNPs described below. Publishing a book or a special issue of a journal including contributions from Latin American academics is often met by Global North-based publishers or editorial staffs with inflexible demands. A common example we have encountered is an insistence that Latin
American contributors translate sources for editors prior to publication in order to assure editors of the correctness of citation and argument, for example -and to do so at the cost of Latin
American sources and contributors. By contrast, in our experience, the publishing and editorial reaction in Latin America is generally the opposite: to accept responsibility to work with Englishand other foreign-language sources as a cost of publication. This small fact illustrates the imbalances -and a central cost in financial and human terms -at the core of the political economy of legal knowledge production.
More generally, publishers in the Americas usually have different reactions to the work of U.S. and Latin American legal scholars. In our experience, U.S. publishers typically give manuscripts by Latin American law professors a cold or at best a lukewarm reception. In contrast, Latin American editorial houses react warmly to books or articles by U.S. legal academics. These views might change after the pieces are read and evaluated. The point is,
however, that the publishers' a priori skeptical or less-than-welcoming attitudes create unjustified obstacles for Latin American legal scholars and, conversely, an unmerited flexibility with respect to the editorial courtesies accorded U.S. legal scholars.
Finally, it merits noting that we have consistently encountered three attitudes that put into operation the concept of subject that undergirds the colonial model. The first is the condescending attitude of some U.S. law professors regarding Latin American legal production and legal scholars. The attitude, usually implicit, is that Latin American researchers are ex ante categorized as a species of academic player who will disseminate -rather than initiate -legal knowledge. Conversely, the second attitude we have observed is a tendency on the part of some Latin American scholars to internalize and naturalize the rules and principles of the colonial model or to accept their "less-than-ness" as a price to be paid for participating in international networks and academic publications. However, the third attitude we have observed can also open channels of dialogue with institutions or individuals from the academic elites of the US and elsewhere in the Global North that are not always available to faculty at less elite institutions in the US. Thus, in some cases we have observed that a Latin American scholar can at the same time constitute the "other" and also be a member of the international academic elite.
The Free Market Model of Legal Knowledge Production
By contrast, the free market of legal ideas model posits an autonomous rational subject that has the ability to generate and exchange legal knowledge 16 . Since all individuals are potential creators of legal knowledge, in principle the model commits to equality. Under this model, the only legitimate differences between subjects are those that exist because of talent, discipline and hard work.
The model, therefore, is committed to a set of principles that intertwine with modern, enlightened values: truth, utility and meritocracy
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. The most prized legal products and the most valuable knowledge subjects are those that capture the truth as completely and accurately as possible, whatever interpretation used to defend this elusive concept. The strongest subjects of knowledge and more robust legal products are those that allow the political community to fulfill its objectives, such as stability, justice and prosperity.
The concept of space created by the free market of legal ideas model is a globalized and multidirectional one 18 . The model's abstract subject of knowledge is able to create quality products anywhere in the world. The material conditions that characterize each space creating legal knowledge can enhance or limit these capabilities. However, these material conditions are also a function of individual and collective decisions, a result of the exercise of individual autonomy. Similarly, the exchange of legal knowledge among abstract subjects (a subject that is defined only by its autonomy and rationality) can take any direction. The free market model does not predetermine the geographical orientation of trade; there is not, a priori, a single political community that monopolizes quality legal knowledge production.
The concept of time that constitutes the free market model of legal ideas is linear but This existing model has in part conditioned the way in which we articulate and explain our joint SNPs. Our conversations and self-reflection processes make explicit that we sometimes describe our seminars, courses and publications as a consequence of two abstract subjects 21 who work in a hard and disciplined way to achieve what we believe to be valuable political and epistemological aims. Yet these descriptions and analyses obscure variables like nationality, class or language that are central components of our identities as subjects of legal knowledge.
The influence that the model has in our legal and political imagination also makes us conceive our academic products as a consequence of the agreements that we reach freely and guided by reason. These ideas, generally in an implicit and not always clearly organized way, often make us forget the existence of a geopolitics of legal knowledge.
Sometimes, for example, we conclude that the direction that our academic exchanges take, North-South or South-North, is in direct relation to the type of product that we want to create or with the material circumstances that limit the processes needed for its creation -for example, available economic resources or the conditions imposed by sponsoring universities. Our legal products are thus interpreted as a consequence of our will and the scarcity of resources that influence any actor immersed in the global market of legal ideas. The free market of legal ideas model, therefore, obscures the role played by some variables that are directly related not with the capabilities that we have as abstract subjects of legal knowledge but with the specific variables that make us particular, flesh-and-bone legal academics.
We labored to move away from the descriptive and practical weaknesses of the two models of legal knowledge production discussed above, instead applying three principles to our joint SNPs. These principles were not clearly articulated and precise from the start, but evolved over time. First, we strove to be informed always by the principle of mutual recognition, taking into account our strengths and weaknesses as academics and as people, and also recognizing that we belong to different national legal communities. Moreover, we strove always to be conscious that we were operating in a global system of legal production that tended neither to endorse an equality principle in the abstract nor to acknowledge the inequality undergirding post-colonial relations. Second, we worked always to achieve consensus, building our SNPs by mutual agreement in all respects. At every stage of the execution of an SNP -coordination, realization and evaluation -we tried to keep our eyes on the importance of consensus between our project collaborators and us. Third and finally, prioritizing the academic objectives pursued by SNPs over purposes of personal and home institutional professional development.
In the following section we explain the links between these three principles and three specific SNPs that we have organized during the past years. We also show in more precise ways how the dominant political economy of legal knowledge has influenced our work.
THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF LEGAL KNOWLEDGE AND OUR SNPS
The political economy of legal knowledge is constructed by the continuous interaction between structure and subject. Individual actors working inside this structure may view it uncritically, understanding it to be the "natural" option, internalizing the rules, principles and activities that constitute it. Thus, an individual can become the agent that reproduces this structure, consciously or not. Others may view the structure more critically and try to question or transform it, or act strategically within it, reaching for tools that permit them to resist, transform or substitute it. The SNPs realized together by the authors were shaped by the political economy of legal knowledge. Further, the SNPs we describe below comprise initiatives partially or totally determined by a set of discourses and practices that are constituted by the two models that compose a part of our legal imagination, namely the free market of legal ideas model and the colonial model for the production of legal knowledge. The two models, implicitly or explicitly, determine the relevant aspects of the way in which we articulate and put into practice our projects and co-exist, in cognitive dissonance, within our juridical imagination.
However, we work to create a distance from the way in which the models demand that we design and implement our academic initiatives as we sought -sometimes, but not always, explicitly -to construct an alternative narrative and practical path that can challenge the dominant models of legal knowledge production.
This section will detail some of our joint activities conducted over the past decade and in the course of this description offer some critical reflections on them based on the conceptual tools offered by the political economy of legal knowledge. Although some of the activities involved only one of the authors as an organizer, in nearly all of them both authors were participants and are thus positioned to explain and reflect upon the merits and concerns in all instances. In our descriptions and analyses below, we also offer details of the planning and preparation stages, and stress the structure and physical arrangements of the conferences. Such practical details can shape the nature of the interactions, including the inter-cultural and crossnational dynamics.
SNP 1 -Central America and Caribbean Legal Pedagogy
This first type of SNP was a U.S. government-funded effort to build capacity in legal pedagogy among Central American and Caribbean professionals. By definition, the SNP thus was one that implicitly placed high value on what US-trained academics would bring to their counterparts elsewhere. In this context, it was difficult to avoid the colonial model; what was being shared to improve local capacity was legal knowledge largely generated by and used in the Global North. As a result, the free market model was even absent for the most part. The emphasis was clearly on replicating a historical pattern of Global North-to-Global South knowledge transfer. As such, we were required to deliver classes and moderate discussions aimed to produce law and policy teaching materials useful and appropriate for Central American three Central American and one Caribbean country. All of the sessions were delivered in Spanish, the native language of all participants except the Project Director and one U.S.-based instructor. The promised deliverables (the classes and discussions) were completed and so, by that measure, the project was a success.
What we wish to highlight, however, are matters related to the political economy of legal knowledge production involved in such an SNP. The financing for this project came entirely from a U.S. government source. Moreover, the underlying purpose was a commitment to comply with the letter and spirit of a multi-lateral regional trade treaty by increasing the capacity of academics from the region affected by the treaty to respond to some of the consequences of increased trade. This meant that the project was conceived and approved as a vehicle to bring mostly U.S.-based professionals to the region to share their knowledge. This SNP revealed strongly the concepts of subject, time and space. The subject in this SNP were Latin American legal academics, placed in a subordinate position to receive original legal knowledge produced in the U.S.-a not uncommon unilateral knowledge transfer. With respect to time, the SNP project thus underscored the notion of a North-led movement of continual progress in Northerndominated legal knowledge production. In this context, the knowledge produced in the Global North and disseminated in the Global South aimed to promote the objectives of a free trade treaty that had economic prosperity and regional cooperation as central goals, under the guiding hand of the metropolis.
The concept of space as it played out in this SNP exhibited similar characteristics. That is, mostly Global North-based legal experts arrived in Latin American-Global South space with legal knowledge and directed the discussion and form of debate. Moreover, the participation and engagement of the Global South participants affirmed this dynamic imposed by the colonial model of the political economy of legal knowledge. The Global South participants made significant time commitments to arrive and act as recipients of legal knowledge produced in the metropolis, attending a series of 10 one-week seminars lasting over three years. It needs to be remembered, again, that we and other mostly US-based academics were the authors and designers of the project. The point is to acknowledge how even persons who wish to break the dominant models are bound and influenced by them.
In part, some of our dissatisfactions with the ways in which the dominant political economy of legal knowledge imposes itself in SNPs like the project described above drove us to organize more focused events where, we hoped, established personal and professional relations would redirect the tendency to adopt by default the behaviors and practices that characterize
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the dominant models. A second type of SNP we designed, a partial response to some of the above concerns, serves to provide the next example to be discussed in this section.
SNP 2 -US-Latin American Debate on the Social Function of Property
This SNP consisted of a semi-closed seminar format with nine participants -six scholars from the U.S., one Colombian and two Brazilians. In this format, organizers concentrated on the physical arrangement of space to permit a focused dialogue. As such, a rectangular table was chosen to promote discussion among participants. It was semi-closed in the sense that the public was allowed to attend and observe, but not to participate. The public consisted mostly of students and the idea was thus that they would benefit from the chance to observe a robust and often disputatious but respectful academic dialogue.
At this event, it was assumed in advance that the working language would be English.
Thus, from the start the organizers made a default choice that privileged the universalist values associated with the English language in the dominant models of the political economy of legal knowledge. The event was held in New York and all of the participants spoke fluent English, even though many were from Latin America and the topic, the social function of property, was one with little traction in the U.S. legal academy but that commands extensive attention outside U.S. borders. 22 This event presented fewer of the concerns noted above in SNP 1. First, all of the participants were trained in the same discipline (law) with a shared interest in a particular legal topic. Second, all participants had a high command of English, the event´s default language.
Third, the topic of the event was extremely focused so that the participants were all speaking the same academic language. This facilitated enormously a robust and nuanced discussion of the central theme. The participants knew the same literature and many of the global debates and on the issue. As a result, the conference came as close as we have experienced to expressing the meritocratic intellectual aims of the free market of ideas model of the political economy of legal knowledge. All parties were treated as potential agents of the creation and diffusion of legal knowledge (equal subjects), engaged in a reasoned and purposeful debate (not limited in time or considered a priori more or less valuable) and with the objective of sharing legal knowledge that could be replicated freely in different contexts (not limited in space).
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Fourth, the group was assembled by invitation. A South American and a North American law professor equally shared organizational responsibilities. This equality of responsibility expressed the importance of mutuality and transparency that, as indicated, work to recalibrate the often unequal norms of legal knowledge production. In this case, the fact that most participants had a relatively sophisticated understanding of the theme, in combination with the commitment by the organizers to create a respectful if critical tone, helped promote a unique spirit at the event. The organization of the event was guided by the principles of mutual recognition and consensus in the creation and application of the rules directing it. Fifth, most participants submitted paper drafts in advance and participants were asked to read the drafts prior to the event and were each assigned a specific role as a commentator. This process helped maximize understanding and communication amongst participants; there was no hierarchy among the subjects of legal knowledge.
What this example suggests is that focus on and a commitment by organizers to create a platform devoid of subordination (explicit or implicit) is key to fruitful SNPs. Nevertheless, as noted, a default assumption drove the conference: that English would be the language of communication. This occurred largely because of an advance commitment to publish the papers by one of the U.S. university´s journals. Consequently, while the event was characterized by fewer of the power imbalances created by the dominant political economy of legal knowledge, the publication process that followed was not free of them.
SNP 3 -Discussion of Urban Development, Law and Policy in the Americas
A third type of SNP presents a longer-term, field-focused seminar format in which we recruited 10-15 mostly junior scholars and senior graduate students to convene in a city and study a theme related to urban development with regard to regional/global social justice, law and policy. We jointly collaborated in a series of five such seminars, each in a different city in the Americas -one in the U.S., one in Central America and three in South America. From the outset, we organized these events with the express purpose of overturning many of the usual assumptions about such seminars. By not insisting on a default model, some of the field seminars evolved both implicitly and explicitly to reject central features of both the free market of ideas and the colonial models of the political economy of legal knowledge. sometimes came about rather unintentionally and sometimes not at all, as will be discussed below.
The seminars in question all lasted a week. Participants were provided with a substantial packet of daily readings (in both English and Spanish or Portuguese) to prepare for each day's session. Each session began with a 60-90 minute academic lecture on the seminar theme, followed by a three-to six-hour field excursion related to the lecture. At the end of the day the entire group would reconvene to reflect upon and discuss the day´s activities and events. These discussions were aimed at developing individual research projects and publications that revolved around the seminar theme.
Five such events were held over the course of four years: one in Central America, three in South America, and one in the U.S. The first event in Central America consisted of mostly U.S.-based law professors and law students, was conducted mostly in English with translation as necessary, and demonstrated many successful characteristics of the free market model of the political economy of legal knowledge. As with SNP 2 discussed above, the free market ideal was served by virtue of the fact that all participants were US-based, spoke the same language and shared similar progressive political views. The group arrived to Central America, received information on legal and policy knowledge produced and utilized in Central America, and engaged the speakers in discussion. Thus, with respect to the characteristics of subject, space and time, the parties were equally placed and poised to hold a reasoned, purposeful debate and produce legal knowledge that, at least in theory, could be useful in Latin America and elsewhere.
At the same time, the SNP's execution raised some concerns in terms of the political economy of legal knowledge production. As indicated earlier, the free market model can and often is compromised in some measure by practical concerns, whether organizational, resourcedriven, or both. That was true for the Central American iteration of this SNP, particularly with regard to language. English was the working language for most activities, even though a majority of the US-based participants spoke Spanish. When lectures were delivered by speakers who did not speak English, there was staggered translation. Problems arose, however, on several occasions when the conversation continued in Spanish without translation. The consternation and agitation of some of the English-speaking U.S. professors was palpable, which contrasts markedly with similar situations involving Latin American professionals in the US. In our joint experience of dozens of conferences in English in the US at which Spanish speaking professionals are present with no option for translation, we have never witnessed comparable agitation from What might have been the alternative under a different set of practices and habits for the political economy of legal knowledge? An alternative would be to commit to a habit that, prior to engaging a legal culture in the space where it exists, undertook to learn something of the local language on the assumption that no mode of communication can be truly universal and that without such an understanding one cannot deeply grasp the successes, challenges and limitations of any single legal imagination. This is to recognize, as language theory now teaches us, the deep connection between language and cognition
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. In practice, it would be to commit to a pluralist rather than a universalist principle, acknowledging the subject, time and space limitations of any model of legal knowledge production.
SNP 4 -Moot Court in Latin America
The fourth and final SNP is an international, multi-institutional, student-focused By these measures, the competition was a success. In its first year, 2011, held in Rio de Janeiro, 12 teams competed from three countries and Puerto Rico. In 2015, the event included 21 teams from nine countries (including Germany and India) and Puerto Rico.
Nonetheless, this event faced significant challenges. First, there were financial limitations. In the U.S., team enrollment fees are often $1,000 or more. As this would preclude many Latin American teams from participating, we began with far lower fees and more support from the host institutions, though this ultimately presents a challenge to event sustainability.
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In addition, the cost of simultaneous translation is high, especially for English-Portuguese, English-Spanish and Portuguese-Spanish professionals. Second, there were differences of legal academic culture to address. For instance, Moot Court in Latin America often includes faculty coaching on input and preparation, while this is almost never the case in the U.S. and this created some tension. Third, styles of argumentation differ by culture, which can foster implicit biases depending on where a competition is held. Argument and oral presentation in the civil law tradition typically begins in a highly formal manner, focusing first upon the legal theory and hierarchy of legal sources that defend a position. By contrast, as noted above, common law training encourages students to be discursive with a propensity to focus on illustrative examples.
The real costs -human and financial -associated with reshaping the political economy of legal knowledge are high, but so are the benefits. The Moot Court event was influenced by the free market of ideas model, yet it was also free of some of this model's weaknesses.
Specifically, although the transplanted model came from the North, the shape it took on was one distinctly different. In addition, perhaps because students were writing and arguing in their native languages, they tended to cite opinions and decisions from national and regional courts, which worked in contrast to the traditional intellectual dominance of Global North sources.
Holding the events outside the US also appeared to shift the value placed on common-law reasoning and presentation styles. In only one of the four years of the competition did an English-speaking team rank in the top two teams, which effectively served to elevate Spanish 25 Indeed, the 2016 sponsor, based in the US, canceled the event due to insufficient U.S. enrollments, which the institution had hoped would underwrite the participation of non-U.S. teams.
and Portuguese to the level of universalizing, collaborative languages in this context and counter the Northern tendency to assign less value to foreign legal sources
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. This event successfully used collaborative work to reshape the political economy of legal knowledge and its subsequent production.
Of all the SNPs discussed here, this Moot Court experience was perhaps the most balanced in terms of both the politics of the event and its economics, made possible by the collaborators' shared vision and common objectives. This event proved the exception rather than the rule in our experience, in part perhaps because the greater Latin American economic participation ended up dictating working language and performance patterns. Finances, however, were not the only determinant. Shifting language and culture bases also works to upturn traditional notions that the default, "universalist" language should form the basis for legal knowledge creation. Language shapes the way we think and form ideas 27 . To create legal texts for study and argument in one language therefore, inevitably, shapes how concepts are formed. To translate texts for common use and application from their original languages serves to redirect the way legal ideas are framed. This was the objective of the Moot Court in Latin America SNP, and in this sense it was a success.
ANALYTICAL AND PRACTICAL LESSONS LEARNED
What our experiences in the collaborative academic activities described above revealed to us is the extent to which the dominant models of the political economy of legal knowledge impede the contributions of Latin Americans in the Global South to legal research and dialogue on a global scale. Nonetheless, we have learned that a concerted effort to resist the dominant models of the political economy of legal knowledge can yield results, in at least four respects. . Similarly, we have in our efforts sought to inform others with whom we work of the volume and quality of academic research and publication by centers of investigative strength known to us in Latin America, often far surpassing that of many Global
North peers, at universities like the National Autonomous University of Mexico and the University of the Andes in Colombia.
Third, our efforts stressed the need to take law seriously, from the outset, wherever and whenever created. This is to commit to a form of global legal pluralism. Earlier we argued that the dominant models of the political economy of legal knowledge tend to elevate Global North legal production while productions of the Global South are viewed as, variously, products of a parochial or highly localized (and therefore not replicable) political and social culture, or solve the challenges of an evermore connected world is essential, and bears potential benefitsin the forms of more analytical and practical tools for all concerned.
Fourth and finally, our experience has shown us the continued importance of adhering to the three principles of successful SNPs we have repeatedly stressed here, namely (1) mutual respect and acknowledgment of difference, (2) an insistence on finding consensus, and (3) a recognition of the need to design activities that balance academic and political aims with differing and often conflicting professional advancement requirements. As indicated above, these principles were not articulated clearly and precisely from the start. Rather, they evolved, representing a rationalization of our practices and political commitments over time. In the process, we worked to pave the way for the construction of an alternative model -or, indeed, of alternative models -of legal knowledge production.
Yet as our narrative above also demonstrates, the political economy of legal knowledge makes it difficult to implement many of the measures just described. As much as one might wish, for example, to shift the default language choice in the recognition that language is not only a tool for communication but composed of structures and modes of thought that can alter the way ideas are conceived 32 , the hard reality is that this is not always practical. Similarly, to describe and recognize legal knowledge innovations and contributions from the Global South may be easier said than done, for at least two reasons. First, if not written in English, there can be serious costs in time and human effort to translate and explain them. Second, the dominant model of legal knowledge production, namely the colonial model, is vertical in structure and by its nature inhibits horizontal exchanges of legal knowledge and legal practices. Small roadblocks can interfere with a concerted effort to shift the dominant models of legal knowledge production and transfer. Gradually, our experience suggests, the careful structuring of new forms of academic collaboration can help shift the contexts in which legal knowledge is created and thus the forms of legal knowledge that are created, applied and used. It is our hope that continued adherence to shared principles, working consciously to try to achieve them as precisely as possible is what has allowed us to work together and with others on academic collaborations in the Americas. 
CONCLUSION
In short, the political economy of legal knowledge dominates the production, circulation and use of legal knowledge. The colonial and free market models of legal ideas control the ways in which the modern liberal imagination describes, analyzes, evaluates and acts with respect to legal knowledge; they do so both explicitly and implicitly. The collaborative academic activities that we have realized during more than ten years were, in part and inevitably, concrete expressions of the models that constitute the dominant political economy of legal knowledge. In part, our activities also demonstrate an effort to escape the centripetal force that these models impose on all of us as individuals. 
